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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 



2. Claims 1 and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Goudeau et al 
(US 5,848,093) (previously). 

The structure of the broadly worded claim only includes a heating device w^ith a gas 
suction device that is clearly met by Goudeau as it shows an induction heating coil 6 and a 
suction system (adjacent 15, 19 and col. 3, lines 35-40) (see Figures 1 and 2 and col. 3, line 32 - 
col. 4, line 7). The claimed "shrinking device for shrinking a tool into a tool holder of a tool 
chuck" is only an intended use and adds little patentability weights to the claimed structure as the 
claimed structure does not include any positive structure to carrying out the function of 
''shrinking device". 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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4, Claims 1-14 and 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Rabe 
(US 2001/0024020 Al), in view of Hitachi (JP 1-109029) or Hosoi et al (US 5,356,245) (all 
previously cited). 

Rabe shows a shrinking device, for shrinking a tool into a tool holder of a tool chuck, the 
shrinking device comprising: a heating device 28 for heating the tool holder (10,a, 10b, 10c) and 
a gas blowing device 22 for blowing gases from the tool holder. Therefore, Rabe shows every 
feature except that it uses an air blowing device instead of a gas suction device. However, such 
is seen as a matter of engineering expediency to use either a suction located on the top of the tool 
holder or a blowing device from the bottom of the tool holder. Anyway, Hitachi shows a 
shrinking device with a heater and a vacuum generator through a vacuum pad 42 so as to vacuum 
suck the heated rotor 3 (see Figures 1-3 and the English abstract). Hosoi shows a machine tool 
with a blowing pipe 28 and a sucking pipe 31 connected to an inlet opening for sucking cutting 
chips and harmful gas (see Figures 1, 2 and 7 and col. 4, line 62 - col. 6, line 14). It would have 
been obvious to an ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify Rabe to use a 
suction device for sucking the gas blew out by the blowing fan 22 to remove the harmful debris 
and gas to prevent contamination of the environment, in view of the teaching of Hitachi or 
Hosoi. In regard to claims 10-13, the guiding sleeve 25 is the claimed shielding element. The 
exact gas circulation arrangement would have been a matter of engineering expediency 
depending on overall structure of the shrinking device. In regard to claim 16, Rabe shows a fan 
22. It is well known that a fan may be used for sucking air or blowing air. In regard to claim, 
1 7, the use of an air cleaning device is well known in ventilating device as the cleaning device is 
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nothing more than a filter. In regard to claim 18, the heating device 5 and air fan 22 are 
connectingly supported with the use of a turntable 3. 

5. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Rabe 

(US 2001/0024020 Al), in view of Hitachi (JP 1-109029) or Hosoi et al (US 5,356,245), as 
applied to claims 1-14 and 16-18 above, and further in view of Voss et al (US 2001/0042295 Al) 
(previously cited by the applicant). 

As set forth above, Rabe combined with Hitachi or Hosoi above shows every feature and 
structure as claimed except for the use of a measuring device for measuring the tool. However, 
such a measuring device in a shrinking device is well known as shown by Voss (see elements 40 
and 50 in Figures 3-5) and paragraphs [0037] - [0049]). It would have been further obvious to 
an ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify Rabe combined with Hitachi or 
Hosoi to use a use a measurement for monitoring the tool during the shrinking process for better 
tool shrinking control and result, in view of the teaching of Voss. 

6. Applicant's arguments filed 1 1-13-2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Firstly, Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 15 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. Furthermore, the argument "the term shrinking 
device clearly defines a positive structure of the invention, to clearly delimit the scope" is not 
well taken as the broadly worded invention as recited in claim 1 is merely a heating device with a 
gas suction device. As set forth previously, the "shrinking device" in the preamble is a mere 
intended use without any structure to limit the same for only shrinking purpose. Any heating 
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device with a gas suction device anticipates the same. In regard to the 103 rejection, it is clear 
that the basic invention is shown by Rabe. Rabe only differs in the use of the gas blowing device 
instead of a gas suction device as claimed for evacuating the gas from the shrinking device. 
However, it is obvious to an ordinary skill in the art that there are two ways to evacuate the gas, 
either by blowing it or by vacuum. To use a vacuum for sucking gas in a tool device is old in the 
art as shown by Hosoi or Hitachi, to use either a vacuum or blower in Rabe would have been a 
mere choice in view of the secondary references. For instance, Hosoi clearly teaches that the use 
of a sucking pipe in order for "sucking cutting chips and poisonous gas" (see the abstract and col. 
3, lines 46-48 and col. 5, line 64 - col. 6, linel4). In view of this explicit teaching, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to use a sucking device instead of and in addition to 
the blowing device in Rabe in order to improve the work environment which is the same aim of 
the claimed invention. 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 

Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 

Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Philip H. Leung whose telephone number is (571) 272-4782. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robin Evans can be reached on (571)-272-4777. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Primary Examiner 
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